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The Effects of Mandatory Basic Hunter Education and Advanced Hunter
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The purpose of this study was to determine the costs and benefits of basic hunter education and advanced
hunter training on hunter recruitment, retention and satisfaction. Several different methodologies were usedto
assess thisimpact, including focus groups, aregression analysis, andtwo telephone surveys; one of active hunters
and another of U. S. youth. '

Mandatory basic hunter education is supported by a strong majority of U. S. non-hunters, active hunters and
youthinterestedinhunting. Moreover, almostthree-quarters (/0%) of youthwho are interestedin hunfing donot
feelthata requirementtotake a hunter education course would preventthem from hunting. An analysis of 1980
datafrom the National Survey of Fishing, Huntingand Widiife-Associated Recreationin 1984 by Dr. Jim Applegate
of Rutgers University indicated that mandatory hunter education did not impact hunter recruitment at that time.
A similar analysis conducted for this study with data from the 1980, 1985 and 1991 National Surveys of Fishing,
Hunting and Wildlife-Associated Recreation indicated that the impacts of mandatory hunter education on hunter
Tecruitment were minimal_ andinthe 11 - 15 year age group may actually increase recruitment.
~ However, 19% -- about 1 out of every 5 — 13 - 20 year olds interested in hunting do feel that a requirement
+ | totake ahunter education course would prevent them from hunting.

Based on the updated regression analysis as wellas the nationwide survey of 13to 20 year olds, itdoes appear
that mandatory hunter education is having a slightimpact on hunter recruitment. This cost of hunter education
must be weighed against other non-recruitment related benefits of hunter education, including public attitudes
toward hunter education, hunter safety, the exact reasons why itis inhibiting recruitment (probably related to course
promotion and availability), and the differences between youthwhohadtakena hunter education course and those
who had not. Specifically, basic hunter education course takers used multiple weapons, hunted more frequently,
# | and projected more future hunting participation.

In addition to weighing the costs and benefits of basic mandatory hunter education, itis importantto consider
the reasons behind the slight impact. Does mandatory hunter education in and of itself negatively affect
recruitment? Based on this study, we believe the slight impact basic mandatory hunter education is having on
hunter recruitment lies within the availability and promotional aspects of the course. As one focus group
respondents stated: “You needto make it readily available ifthey’re going to mandate that you do it. It'srelatively
easytogetadriver’slicense becauseit's readily available. Youcan't mandate something andthen be restrictive
in offering the availability of it.” Course availability and promotion must be considered. Fifty-six percentof U. S.
youths have never seen a hunter education course advertised. Agencies cannolonger depend onword of mouth
orjust PSAs to promote basic hunter education courses. Inadditionto traditional media outlets, agencies should
consider alternative promotional efforts as well, including the worldwide web page and hunter education video
game currently being developed by the International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies.

Agencies should consider promoting the aspects ofthe course that are of highest interest to potential students
-- safety, hunting techniques, handling of equipment, and hands-on work in addition to classroom learning.

The main reason most children who are not interested in hunting is because of issues surrounding the kiliing
ofanimals. Agencies should continue to confrontthis issue. Amongthose U. S. youthsaged 13 -20notinterested..
in hunting, almost two-thirds (65%) said they were not interested in hunting because they were against killing
animals or that animals have aright to live.

(continued on page 2)
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The issue of mandatory advanced training is not a top-of-the mind issue when non-bowhunters and non-
muzzleloader hunters are asked why they do not hunt with a bow or muzzleloader. Most non-bowhunters do not
hunt with a bow because they are either not interested or they do not have the time to learn to hunt with a bow.
Likewise, most non-muzzleloader hunters do not hunt with amuzzleloader either because they are notinterested,
they don’t know how, or they don't have time to learn.

in spite of the low saliency of the possible impediment of a mandatory course, when asked directly, 13% of
active hunters said a mandatory hunter education course specifically for bowhunting would prevent them from
bowhunting. Fifteen percent of active hunters said a mandatory hunter education course specifically for
muzzleloading would prevent them from hunting with a muzzleloader.

However, 82% of active hunters said a mandatory hunter education course specifically for bowhunting would
not prevent them from hunting with a bow while 79% of active hunters said thata mandatory huntereducation course
specifically for muzzleloading would not prevent them from hunting with a muzzieloader.

Whereas mandatory courses for bowhunting or muzzieloading do not appear to hinder recruitment intothese
activities to any substantial degree, neither does a voluntary course appear to motivate non-bowhunters to
bowhunt nor non-muzzleloader hunters to muzzieload hunt. Only 12% of active hunters said a voluntary hunter
education course specifically for bowhunting would motivate them to hunt withabow, and 11% ofactive hunters
said a voluntary hunter education course specifically for muzzieloading would motivate them to hunt with a
muzzleloader.

Similarto the poor penetration of advertising among youthwho were interestedin hunting, fewerthan half (45%)
of active hunters had ever seen a basic or advanced hunter education course advertised. However, unlike the
youthwho did not know who to call to find out more information about hunter education, most active hunters knew
to contact their state fish and wildlife agency (65%), a local gun club (13%), or a sporting goods store (8%).
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Abstract: The effects of required hunter-education programs on hunter
recruitment and participation were examined using the 1980, 1985, and
1990 screener surveys from the U.S. National surveys of Fishing, Hunting
and Gm&ﬁo-%ﬂ&ma Recreation. Information provided by states on
their requirements for huniter education allowed usto determine whether
e were required 0 take an education course before they could -

peopl
purchase 2 hunting license. We estimated the effect of hunter-education

requirements o1 hunting participation, controlling for the person’s age,
sex, and race/ethnicity, as well as for the percentage of the state's
population living in rural areas and the regional fevel of hunting
v»&&v»mo: in 1955 (as a surrogate for hunting culture). In 1980, 23 states
with no hunter-education requirement had an overall hunting participa-
tion rate of 129, while vnanmv»ao: in states with 2 hunter-education
requirement for all hunters Was 6%. States with requirements were,
however, more urban and had lower participation rates in 1955. When the
individual and state-level factors associated with hunter participation ar¢
controlled statistically, the difference in participation was less than 1% (P
< 01) for persons required or not required tO take a hunter-education
course. Hunter education also reduces first-time hunting rates for persons
age 16 and older. 5&3&:&._3& measures of esidence and hunting
culture, were they available, might further reduce estimated effects of
hunter-education requirements. Estimates of hunter-education effects on
hunting are for national-level data and may not uvﬁq. to particular states’

hunter-education programs.

Keywords: Hunting, hunting ﬁ»an.ﬁuao? hunter education, hunting

culture




Biological and social factors affect hunting participation in the United
States. When game populations increase of decline, hunter participation
generally follows. Social factors play a role, too. Our past research has
shown, for example, that Eﬁnum_im urbanization and education reduce
hunting participation (Heberlein, 1987; Heberlein & Thomson, 1991,
1995). While wildlife mapagers can do little to modify such broad social
trends; other social factors, such as the cost ot requirements for obtaining

a hunting license, are more controllable. This study uses data from U.8.

National Surveys of Fishing; Hunting; and Wildlife-Associated Recreation
 to examnine the role of hunter-education requirements in hunter participa-
tion and recruitment in the United States. RO S

Hunter-education requirements began in New Vwonw in 1949 whenall

first-time hunters were requirgd to have hunter training. California was the
next state to require training of first-time hunters in 1954. By 1995, all but
two states, Massachusetts and Alaska, had a 3@&88@2 for at least some
first-time hunters. Because these programs were initiated by states rather
than the federal government, they have differing characteristics. Gener-
- ally, people holding hunting licenses at the time the requirement was
initiated were exempt from hunter education. But states vary widely in
type of requirement, testing, and degree of training, and requirements
often apply at figst only to young people. For example, Wisconsin initiated
a requirement in 1985, but it applied only to persons born after 1972. Thus,
even where hunter education is “required” as in Wisconsin, the require-
ment applied to only 11% of petsons age 11 or older in 1990. One reason
 for this “grandfathering” has been to make hunter-education requirements
-more palatable to current hunters and to keep the program from acting as
a barrier to participation, especially among older hunters.

. Hunter-education requirements could reduce hunting participation
and recruitment. If a person has to find out about the huriter-education
course, enroll, attend regularly; and pass a hunting knowledge test,
recruitment and participation may be more difficult. On the other hand,
a hunter-education course could serve as a point of entry into hunting and
possibly enhance participation. In the 1930s when about half of the U.S.

population lived in the countryside, it was easy for a young person to take -

a'gun, go eut the back door and become 2 hunter. Today with nearly 80%
of the population living in metropolitan areas, it isn’t so easy.- The young

-person who dreams about hunting may have little opportunity to become

2 hunter. This is particularly true if he/she lives ina city and does not have
“a father or relative who hunts. A hunter-education programcould recruit

participarits who have no other way to become hunters.

To discover if hunter-education requirements are an impediment or
an inducement, one might simply compare hunting participation and
recruitment in states with and without a requirement. Such a comparison
would be misleading. Recall, for example, that both New York: and
Wisconsin had hunter-education requirements in 1990. But in New York,

all ;nmman:a who were first-time hunters faced a requirement, while 5

e b K i 2 e+

Wisconsin the requirement applied only to those under 18 years old.
test the effect of education requirements, individual data are needed to:
hether the requirement appliestoany particular personand whethert
person hunted or not. This means we must know age, state of residen
and hunting participation for individuals. The U.S. Fish and Wild
Service surveys provide such individual-level data for 1980, 1985, ¢
1990. . .
The more serious problem is that the same social forces influenc
tate to adopt or not adopt a hunter-education program may also
acting to depress:or maintain hunting participation. The negative effc
_of urbanization on hunter patticipation have been well establis]
(Heberlein, 1987; Heberlein & Thomson, 1991, 1995). States with gre:
soportions living in cities may also have been the most likely to ad
sunter-education requirements, because hunters are a less powerful fc
in opposing such restrictions on their recreational activities. If pers
ubject to hunter-education r uirements have lower participation rd
t may simply be because they live in more urbanized states.
" Another social force loosely described as “Hunting Culture” may:
have influenced states’ adoption of hunter-education requirements
, . Hunting culture has been discussed by Stedman (1994)
Decker and Siemer (1993). States with a larger proportio:
unters should have a more visible and influential hunting culture
those states, hunting is seen as more legitimate and may be a pow¢
gocial force. People discuss hunting socially. Businesses and schools
ose during the opening of hunting seasons and symbols of hunting
more evident. When hunting is an important part of the culture, a state
a less likely to adopt hunter training requirements. Furthermore, %
unting culture is more dominant, it is more likely that people will k
\inter and huriter recruitment will be enhanced. If individuals wh
ot subject to hunter-education requirements have higher particip:
tes, it may simply be because they live in states with a more domi
nting culture. - ,
An adequate analysis must therefore use individual level data
t control for utbanization, hunting culture and other variables

it be affecting both hunter-education requirements and hu

| e .?m U&&m.@»g to explore the research question come from the
National Surveys of Fishing, Hunting, and wildlife-Associated Recre:
conducted in 1981, 1986, and 1991 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife S¢

~'(USFWS and Bureau of the Census, 1982; 1988; 1993). These su
begin with a telephone contact, called the screener survey, to detel
whether household members had fished, hunted, or participat
wildlife-associated recreation during the previous year (1980, 1985,




respectively). Based on the reports of whoever answered the phone,
records were created for every household member age five and older. Our
analysis is based on persons age 12 and older in the survey year (11 and

Table 1 {cont.}

older during the reference year for hunting) because few states allow _ omo_umﬂnmﬁw%%anma_ 595 mﬂmmzn Icmwmm maw%
younger children to hunt alone, and several states exempt younger State , ‘
children from hunter education when they hunt with a licensed adult All States 9.87 9.09 8.98 0.76 0.67 0.
hunter. Our sample has 254,638 persons in Gmu Nwmhmw in 1986, and
214,937 in 1991. P pet , 16.51 - 12.56 14.39 1.29 0.91 1.
13.51 12.60 12.33 0.83 0.76 0.
The key dependent variables, whether 9@ vnaon rcama in the year 12.14 12.10 1426 080 0.97 0.
prior to the survey, and whether he or she hunted for the first time that 15.96 15.65 13.29 0.97 0.79 0.
year, came from the screener surveys?. Hunter participation rates and the 21.98 16.72 _M.Mm mww A_vw M w
probability of being a first-time hunter for each year are listed by state in . wmw www 273 037 0.26 0
Table 1. Six independent variables were included in ouranalysis. The first, 13.31 1266 1396 091 0.89 1.
presence or absence of a hunter-education requirement for the person, 17.06 17.15  15.14  1.42 1.12 0.
was calculated from the person’s age reported on the survey and the state’s 20.94 “ Nww “ wmw “ WM mww w
requirements®. When the state requirernent was based on age or birthdate, mem 2298 2798 2.26 1.83 1
we coded each person as subject to the requirement only if they could not 16.10 14.01 13.54 1.48 0.86 0
have attained the minimum exception age by the end of the reference year ” 10.51 8.38 8.39 1.02 0.82 0
for hunting. Table 2 shows the proportion of persons age 11 and older who | www Www w Ww w Wm w Wm w
were coded as subject to hunter-education requirements in each state for | 11.43 1169  11.71 1.42 114 0
each hunting year, Three other independent variables, age, gender and 5.27 4.97 5.85 0.42 0.40 0
race/ethnicity, were also taken from screener survey reporis. Past research 9.35 Nm_w. ww ~ www mww H_V ww : A_u
, e ) AN 19.28 . . . )
! has shown that these are related to hunting v&dﬁv»cou . Tee 696 769 037 050 0
w . o 14.88 12.83 11.41  1.25 1.12 0
f - 15.63 " 14.46 13.86 0.94 1.01 i
. : Table 1 12.13 11.56 10.45 0.94 0.80 0
‘State Estimates, Hunter Participation and Recrultment, d 2.26 258 302 028 035 0
th Carolina 9.57 9.13 8.42 0.65 0.69 0
1980-1990, aavcln from mn..no:o.. m:~<0<u 1th Dakota 24.10 2202 21.36 1.94 1.72 0
r 13.72 10.21 12.03 0.87 0.88 0}
; , Percent Ic:nnd _omﬂnmnﬁ Hunted First Time 11.97 11.89 10.89 1.07 1.01 0
State : 1980 - 1985 1990 1980 1985 - 1990 19.67 19.42 16.83 1.42 1.46 1
, e v 2399 2159 1853 163 117 |
: 11.68 11.21 8.36 0.93 0.79 C
All States 9. mw, - 909 . .'898 a.76 0.67 0.54 11.10 - -8.06 9.69 0.84 0.64 C
w ; Rt SRR £ ) Rr : 1998 . 1953 2153 120 135 |
m chmam , 3 wo 11970 11.25 . 101 0.96 0.80° 17.40 17.25 19.37 1.06 1.25 1
Alaska 2130 - 1950 . 21.46 1.94 1.27 1.10 29.75 27.87 25.40 2.06. 212 1
i Arizona 9.51 8.93 6.70 1.12 0.88 - 0.46 :
4 Arkansas 22.07 1986 19.72 1.32 0.81 - 0.93
e California - 4.09 326 3.28 0.33 0.25 0.18 mocqnm C w Zmn_o:m_ mCEmva of Fishing, Ic:czm and Wildlife-Associated
o Colorado 11.57. - 10.28 9.69 1.04  0.69 0.79 Recreation. . -
. Connecticut 3.50 2.87 3.38 0.35 0.28 0.20 Note: ccmm:nma estimates based on screener survey, persons 12 years ar
o Delaware 7.07 5.68 596 - 078 0.64 0.35 ‘older at time of interview (N=254,638 _: 1981; 225,152 in 1986; 214,9:
, i Florida: 5.05 4.03 4.84 0.55 . 0.33 0.31 -oc: :
Georgia o 11.34 10.59 869 132 0.75 0.50
’ Hawaii 0 283 2.19 277 0.40 0.41 0.07
ldaho . 2577 2161 2367 1.95 1.09 1.78 In spite of the importance of rural and urban residence to hunti
Hinois 5.10 473 524 041 040 035 onal definition of each householc
Indiana .9.25 866 953 077 090  0.64 national survey changed the operational definition of ea

. or Edﬁ: residence m_,oB year to year, and for some years the 590»8
{cont.)




FISSING Gata [OT 4 Iarge Proporuon of ousenolds’ . Consequently, we had to
use state-level estimates of urbanization. Each individual was assigned a value
for the percent rural in his or her state, based on the 1980and 1990 U.S. Census
figures®. The most rural state in 1980 was Vermont g? 66.2% rural, and Ea
Bgﬁc&szgm n»ﬁoﬂ:»ﬁﬁmw&ag_

i

, : Table 2 L
Hunter ma:n-aaa 35332.3 v% State

Agesor . PercentAge 11+ Included

State i <mm«>ao§mn m__ﬁ Cohort 1980 - 1985 1990
-All States , '1949-1995 . - 44.]1 449 , mo‘w ,
Adopted by 1960 ; 87.1 . ' 869 mom
Arizona . 1955 10-l4yrs - 60 - 50 < 5§
Califomia - 1954 allages ~ 100.0 - 1000 1000
Connecticut 1957 all ages 100.0 . -100.0 100.0
New Jersey 1955 callages  ~ 100.0: 7 100.0 100.0-
New York 1949 all ages 100.0 100.0.. .- '100.0
Rhode lsland -~ 1956 allages . 100.0 100.0 100.0
South Dakota = 1956  under 16 yrs 83 - 77 ° 68
Utah 1960 1966 6.6 17.9 299
Washington- 1957 under 18 yrs 156 130 10.6
Adopted 1961-70 , 76.6 774 774
Colorado 1970 1949 46.2 -51.8 57.5
Delaware. 1967 A7 40 . 132 18.8
ZgINBbmgqm 1963 ‘altages - 100.0 .~ 1000 - 100.0
- Oregon o 1962 under18yrs 124 12.0 O A
mmaawzm:_m C1969 m:mmmn 71000 1000 . _So
gogma 1971-1980 I S ebVe - 6350 663
Georgia - 1978 ;_@3 L0183 0242 - 318
- . idaho . 1980 1975 C 00 0.0 85 .
. inois ‘ 1976 %mmmm 100.0. :100.0 100.0 ..
Edmm, : 1973 o 1957 - ‘234 - 303 . 369
T SA9IT mamm& - 100.0 - 1000 100.0
4971 1960 . 209 - 281 .35
- Motz C1977 0 agesi247 126000 112 - 12.2.
T Nebraska 1976  ages12-15 1807 L7 63
© 20 Nevada 1973 . 1960 - 17.8 251 ww*
- Zns\_(_@cno 1976 ::nﬂ.‘m%a B 2 30 B .3 14"
‘. NorthDakota ~ * 1979 . . 1962 " M4F 226 .. 296
Ohio 1979 m.,mm@n 100.0 - 100.0° - 100.0
. Vermont c 19728 &uma ,.;Scx_ 1000 1000
. Wyoming 9979 1966 - 66 153 - 22.3
Adopted 1981-85 ; 09 7.4 16.0
_Arkansas 1985 1969 0.0 10.6 8.8
Clowa . 1983 1967 2000129 0 189
Louisiana .. 1985 - 1969 . 0.0 78 17.9
 Mississippi 1985 1972 0.0 39 14.0

{cont.}

TAPIT £ [KONT.}

: ; Ages or Percent Age 1 1+ Included
Year Adopted - First Cohort 1980 1985 1990

1985 1969

0.0 9.4 17.2

i 1985 1973 0.0 20 11

1986-90 ‘ 0.0 0.0 31.9-

s 1986 all ages 0.0 0.0 100.0

i 1988 1967 0.0 0.0 i8.4

1988 1972 0.0 0.0 10.9

1988 . 1971} 0.0 0.0 12.5

‘ 1989 all ages 0.0 0.0 1000

S.mmn S‘m_z.m , 1990 . 1975 0.0 0.0 7.8
, 33 1991-95 0.0 0.0 0.0
Alabama 1993 . 1977 0.0 0.0 . 0.0
Florida . 1991 .. 1975 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hawaii Coe 19910 1971 0.0 0.0 0.0
Andiana 1992 1987 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kentucky 1991 1975 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘Minnesota 1991 1979 0.0 0.0 0.0
“North Carolina 1991 ~ alf ages 0.0 0.0 0.0
South Carolina 1995 1979, under 16 yrs 0.0 0.0 0.0
Adopted Uv\ .com B 0.0 0.0 0.0

: none e 0.0 .00 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

none -

yree: US. National wc;@m of Icza:m Fishing and sxa_amw)&oamnma mmn.‘mmco:
 See Appendix Table 1. In 1995, Washington extended the requirement to all
coB in1972 or _m:# Massachusetts adopted a requirement effective in 196

No direct measure of hunting culture is available on the scree:
$urvey. We therefore used hunting rates before hunter-education requi
were .BE@B&%& as an indicator of hunting culture. High hunt
-should produce the customs and symbols comprising hunt

§ avon unfortunately, vnoﬁana c:a~ nnm_onﬁ estimates rat
an state. estimates and the original data by state are no longer availal
s a measure of hunting culture each person was assigned the 1955 hur
ipation rate for his/het region of residence in the survey ‘year’. "
hunting culture variable ranged from a high of 17.6% in the Mount
region to a low of 6.5% in the Mid-Atlantic.
‘ Both ordinary least-squares and logistic regression models were u
to predict whether a person hunted and whether he or she was a first-ti
~hunter. The analysis was performed separately for 1980, 1985, and 1990. Si




all results were similar, we present here the results from the OLS regression
models for all three survey years combined. Models control for overall
trends in hunting by controlling for survey year.

‘

Findings

In 1980, 27 states required hunter education for first-time hunters, 34
states by 1985, and 40 by 1990°. Eight states adopted some requirement after
1990 and Washington extended its requirement to all ages, beginning with
persons born in 1972. In 1995, only two states, Alaska and Massachusetts, had
no hunter-education requirement, ° >

In the 23 states where there was no requirement in 1980, the hunter
participation rate was 12.21%..The percentage of state residents age 11 and
older who were first-time hunters was 0.93% (Table 3). There was no
significant difference between the states with no requirement and some
requirements. But in those states where every first-time hunter was required
to take a course, the participation rate was 6.04%, less than half the rate in the
other two categories. The percentage of first-time hunters was also less than
half of the other rates. But there were significant differences in the control
variables as well. States that required mandatory education programs for all
hunters in 1980 were much less rural and were in regions where earlier (1955)
hunting participation was lower. :

Table 4 presents the regression analysis where data from all three
years are included, controlling for survey year, states’ rural population and
regional hunting in 1955, along with the person’s age, sex, and race/
ethnicity. The first model controls only for age and survey year®. If the
hunter-education requirement applies to a person, the probability that he
or she hunts is .064, but if he or she has no requirement, the probability

is .119. The probability of a person being a first-time hunter.also drops

from .008 to oow if he/she is required to take an education course. These
differences are statistically significant at the .01 level. SR

. When urbanization and regional hunting are included as controls in
Model 1, the difference in hunting participation betwéen those with and
without an education requirement drops dramatically from over five
percentage points in model 1 to less than 1 percentage point in-Model 2,
althoughit is still statistically significant®. - For first-time bunters, however,
the effect of being required to patticipate in a hunter-education course
vanishes. The chances of being a first-time hunter are virtually identical
for those required and. not required to take a hunter-education course.
Model 3 adds controls for sex and race/ethnicity but the differences in
hunting participation and recruitment remain about the same as in Model 2.

Ieone S

Hunting Participation, Rural Residence, and Prior Region

Hunting Participation, by States’ Hunter Education in 19!

o Hunter Education Applies to Persons 11+
<m:mc.m Zo:m _mOBm >= >=mn

Percent Hunted, 1980 12.21 13.41 6.04** 9.8

Percent Hunted
First Time, 1980 , 0.93 1.11 0.44** 0.7

Percent Rural :
in State, 1980 33.16 29.62 17.73** 26.2

Percent Hunted .
in Region, 1955 11.41 12.67 7.96** 10.2

Number of States 23 16 H 5
Number in Sample 115,695 67,361 71,582 254,63

Sources: 1981 U.S. National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Assoc
Recreation; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population, Vol. 1
Table 25; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1986 Survey of Fishing, Hunting ¢
Wildlife-Associated Recreation, Table B-2.

Note: 1980 hunting data are weighted estimates from the screener surve
persons 11 years and older in 1980. In the screener survey, the responde
{household resident age 16 or older) provided information for all househc
members. The number of persons in each sample’is unweighted and dot
reflect the proportion of the population subject to hunter education
requirements, since states with smaller populations have higher sampling
in the NSFHWAR surveys. :

**p< .0l

Table 5 reports the percent hunting and the percent of firs
hunters by age group controlling for states’ rural population, reg
hunting and individuals’ sex and race/ethnicity. A hunter-educ
requirement significantly reduces the probability thata person is a b
for each age group by about one percentage point. But there is a signi

 interaction with age for first-time huriting. Among the 11- to 15-year

the percentage of new hunters is 2.67%. If a hunter-education course
required the recruitment is 2.48%, but where it is required, the 1
2.77%, significantly higher. For those over the age of 16, a hunter-edu
requirement is associated with a significantly lower percentage of first-time
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Ll are g&mﬁ%%@&&%&ﬁmi AWhat might happen if we
1 ;E_a vnana measures. of nirl experience and hunting culture and other _
o variables that might account for the adoption and the severity of a hunter-.

TYable 4

 Hunting Pa » by Hunter n!.n..go.. §¥§n and
scuﬂu 3-. -an Characteristics, States’ Ruraf 10‘5-»_2.
!in:n.o-.l::s&:w.s ;um o
nonu,o. <m=mc_mu ,
; z_oaﬁm gn@_‘ocn :
gwmm_‘ A . . , : :
Percent Hunted 11.93 635 934

vm_‘nmzﬁ Hunted First Time - o8 0.49** 0.66

Model 2: Age group
. -Survey year, % Rural,
% Ic:nma in :mm_o: 1955

 Percent Hunted 9.8 g9s*e 934

19.33 I::nma First Time 0.66 066 - 066
§onm_ 3 }mm macn ,

- Survey year, % Rural,

% Hunted in region. _omm.
- sex, zmnm\mz,.:ﬁ? .

‘ ,mmHQﬂIcamﬂ R 981 - 880% | 9.34
 Percent Ic:%a??ﬁ:ﬁ 066 045 066

moEnom mmm ?o_m _ 28 C 5. mcﬁmc of the nm:mcm 33 hm:m:w 2

. Population andHousing, Population and Housing Unit Counts, Table 44

Zoﬁmmmm«mc_mﬁqzm c?tn.@:nma &nﬁm nﬁmﬁoﬁm_::ﬁmmm:.d@ v\mwa _ma
694,727 persons: . B , ; ,

o *UAS i

Bl .!un:un_ﬂ: n:ﬁ ﬁo..n_e«.a:u : ; ;
D >r§§%§ Smcrgxu: mﬁmﬁ gﬁ&::ﬁawgwwa to 8%8_
|| S “,gaw%g%m?s@ﬂaaag E%%&g\&guﬁﬁ

_ late analysis suggests that a requirement cuts
ization and hunting culture

education requirement? We expect that if we had an individual measure of

- residence (., whether the person lived in 2 rural area rather than simply in
;,uaaamﬁﬁv wa&»:ﬁsmcaomv:bgmnc_ﬁaiE@ﬂoowBS»ngnﬁ

richness of the concept, the negative effect of education 8@&3:538 could
be reduced to zero or perhaps even be R<Q.£n. A

" Table §
Hunting Participation by Hunter mn:anﬂg )&:201 for
individuai Characteristics and States’ Rural Population and
o lcn.o:s- :::n:n in 1955, nov!.ug by Age

*p< 05; :vA.o._ .

.ﬁ.n m.oﬁﬁa&% positive effects of E::mn education were reveals
the hunter recruitment variable. With only age and survey year contr¢
hunter-education aacgmaa significantly reduced the percentag
first-time huntersin the state. Once urbanization and hunting culture-
controlled, 5&8 was no difference in percentage of first-time hunte
detailed look at age: nmg mrga that having a hunter-education pro;
actually increases the probability that an. 11-10 15-year-old was a first
hunter in. 9« survey yeat. ﬁﬁmﬁ ?dmﬁam may help recruit and soci

me hunter.
 These »5&%«8 a % to, :ucona mvuaﬂﬁncg rates OE% n
ﬁwanz_un states of ﬁ»Bn:Eu programs. It could well be that some :
aam&?& programs that act as substantial barriers to hunting,
. other states have designed programs that increase hunting particip:
. The mﬂnﬁuommcgvnoanmﬁm gg»ﬁ%&g@g»ga?:oow
. trends and time seties data in those states. :

. ,.ggﬁm%s&oﬁn&ng&nﬁgﬁsgv&g

United States. Hunter‘éducation may be among them, but its effect is sma
g%&nﬁgé&»%guwﬁsﬁn&:




. may reduce huniing. parucipatton by approximately 1%, but this
Smm%%cﬁwnuoomﬁna only tentatively because of the large swings when
@moamv_m oo:ao_u are invoked. There is some evidence that hunter education
can, inithe young tage groups, increase recruitment. These findings should be
@658& ?%5 ma:&@ om mbmn&n dc:ﬁ?macn»coa ?om_.ngm

End Zonou ‘

"This research was ma_uvo:na by Responsive Management and the C=_<Q.m5~
of Wisconsin-Madison as part of a larger study by Resporisive Management on the
effects of Bwnanﬁoé hunter education,

2The 1990 data include a small number (0.8%) of cases without information
on whether the person hunted that year. The 1980 and 1985 data files, however,
do not allow us to distinguish persons for whom hunting was not reported from
those who did not hunt. We therefore coded the cases without information in 1990
as aon&caﬁa. il order to maintain comparability with the 1980 and 1985 data.

3 These requirements were collected by Mark Duda and Kira Young from
Responsive Management, Inc. who contacted each state and w5&< -u..oSam& us
the data. We thank them for their assistance.

¢ Inour 1995 mb»_wm_m of the NSFHWAR surveys, we controlled for additional
individual characteristics — completed education and occupation, marital status,
household income, and the population size of the community in which the person
lived atage 16. For the youngest age group in our analysis (11-15), the group most
central to hunter education and recruitment, these variables are not defined, are
constant, or are not as directly relevant to recreational behavior as for respondents
age 16 and older. We therefore limited individual-level control variables to those
meaningful for all age groups. ,

5 The 1980 screener survey En_aanm a naamcm\v»mma code for rural and urban,
but no information is available for residents of Nevada, Wyoming, and Alaska. The
same variable on Sn 1985 screener. survey was not reported for 40% of
households, _bnEaBm the entire_sample for several states. No similar variable is
available on the 1990 screener survey. The 1990 survey contains a variable, FARM,
with three categories — EBT@:.B rural-nonfarm, and urban. Unfortunately; no
information is available in the interview or codebook to identify the source of this
variable, nor whether it is comparable to the 1980 or 1985 variables. In 1985 and
1990, but nit 1980, the household respondent reported whether he/she lived in
anurban area, a small town, or a rural area. There is, of course a strong association
between self-reports and the census codes in 1985, and between self-reports and
the FARM variable in 1990, but there are considerable differences as well.

% In 1985 we use the average of the 1980 and 1990 values. ,

7 Only New <o_,_n »:a n»rmo_.s_» Ummwa _.nnc.:nm :csann oa:nusos Unmonm
1955.

8 1daho maomuﬂaa its hunter-edication RAESBQE in Hemo but no mﬂ.mo:m
age 11 and older were subject to the requirement in-1980 or 1985." v

® The baseline model includes age because most of the existing hunter-
education requiremerits vary by age, either applying only to a fixed (younger) age
group or applying to persons born after a particular year. In addition, hunting
participation varies considerably by age, and hunting recruitment occurs primarily
in the younger ages. The estimated rates adjusted for year of hunt and for age are
not, however, much different from unadjusted estimates.

LBON AL ALEILUDITAL) UL LUIOL, PIUUULAD G SHEIIHLY  1G1ELL LOLIILIALCU

: difference in the odds of hunting than would be computed from the ordinary least-
squares estimated percentages. Both analyses, however, showed a dramatic
reduction in the estimated difference in hunting between those to whom the
requirement did and did not apply when urbanization and regional hunting are
- controlled. Because of the complexity of presenting the log odds and because the
analytic precision gained by logistic regression is small, especially compared to
the reduction when appropriate controls are added to the model, we present only
the results from the OLS regression analyses. Logistic regression parameters and
- test statistics are available from the authors.
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